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ABSTRACT 
Joint venture design teams are formed to combine resources and 
expertise in order to secure multi-discipline engineering design services 
on major projects. Bringing together resources from two ordinarily 
competing companies to form one joint team is however challenging as 
each parent company brings to the project its own organisational culture, 
processes and team attitudes. 
This study examined the factors that impact on forming a successful joint 
venture project team. Three critical areas were identified from an 
extensive literature review; Joint Venture Arrangements, Parent 
Companies and Forming the Team; and a survey was conducted with 
professionals who have worked in joint venture project teams in the 
Australian building industry in order to identify factors that affected 
successful joint venture team formation, and the common lessons learnt.  
This study reinforced the importance of three key criteria - trust, 
commitment and compatibility - for partner alignment. The results also 
identified four key lessons learnt which included; selecting the right 
resources, enabling a collaborative working environment by way of 
project office, implementing an independent Joint Venture Manager, and 
allocating work which is best for project with fees reflecting risk where 
risk is disproportionate. 
Keywords: Project team, Engineering Services, Joint Venture, Lessons 
Learnt, Multi-Discipline  
INTRODUCTION 
An increasingly common strategy for combining resources and expertise 
in order to secure multi-discipline engineering design services on major 
projects is for two or more companies to form a strategic alliance or joint 
venture. Gillespie & Gulati (2002) and Kneeland & Godfrey (1996) both 
reported a dramatic growth in the use of partnering arrangements such as 
Joint Ventures since the 1980s. Stafford (1994) also established that 
  
partnering was an effective way for companies to bring together critical 
resources.  
However, bringing together resources from two ordinarily competing 
companies to form one joint team is challenging as each parent company 
brings to the project its own organisational culture, processes and team 
attitudes. Walters, Peters & Dess (1994) found that parent company 
compatibility, commitment and trust were all essential ingredients for 
forming a successful joint venture. Tiessen & Linton (2009) also found 
that parent compatibility was positively linked to cooperation which was 
associated with better joint venture performance.  
Joint ventures can be an incorporated entity or an unincorporated joint 
venture. The parent companies involved may create a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) in order to record the agreed terms and general 
principals of the joint venture partnership during the negotiation process. 
An incorporated joint venture is a legal entity and is primarily controlled 
by the Corporations Act 2000, the parent companies involved are known 
as shareholders. A joint venture without a separate legal entity is known 
as an unincorporated joint venture.  
A joint venture between parent companies is formalised once a joint 
venture agreement is agreed and executed (Howarth, Gillin & Bailey, 
1995). This agreement forms the basis of the parent companies 
relationship and governance structure. 
In order to create and implement a successful joint venture project team, 
companies must understand the key factors that influence the success or 
otherwise of joint ventures, and the key challenges of forming a joint 
venture. This is critical because the correct joint venture team formation 
at the outset sets the scene for a joint venture moving forward. There are 
no previous studies on forming joint venture project teams for multi-
discipline engineering services in Australia. Therefore, the aim of this 
study is to investigate the factors that can influence the effective 
formation of joint venture project teams for multi-discipline engineering 
services in Australia, and to identify lessons learnt from previous joint 
venture project teams.  
CONCEPTUAL JOINT VENTURE MODEL 
A detailed literature review identified three critical areas to consider when 
forming a joint venture project team. These included; joint venture 
arrangements, parent companies and forming the team. Figure 1 depicts 
the Joint Venture Model which sets out a recommended framework for 






Figure 1 Joint Venture Model 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This paper is based on the results of an online survey which was carried 
out in October 2012. The purpose of the survey was to understand the 
importance of the three key factors (from Figure 1) to be considered by 
parent companies when selecting a joint venture partner.  The paper also 
identified aspects that worked well and aspects that didn’t work so well 
when it comes to forming a joint venture based on past experiences.  
The survey was split into four main areas; being Joint Venture 
Arrangements, Parent Companies, Forming the Team (from Figure 1) and 
Key Recommendations / Lessons Learnt. The survey included both open 
and closed-ended questions with a total of 15 questions asked. On a scale 
of 1 to 7, respondents rated their opinion of each factors importance in 
influencing successful joint venture project teams.  
The survey was sent out to 30 selected engineering professionals who 
have between 5 years to 30 years’ experience working on joint venture 
project teams. The respondents included representatives from top to 
middle management such as board members to administration staff 
providing a broad perspective from all levels within the organisation. 26 
survey responses were received from a range of professionals, including 
50% management, 28% board/management committee, 16% 
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total of 26 respondents for a response rate of 86.7%. Data collected was 
analysed using frequency analysis to determine broad trends across the 
responses.  
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Joint Venture Arrangements 
This section of the survey aimed at answering 1) What type of joint 
venture arrangement was implement, ie incorporated or unincorporated; 
2) If there was a Joint Venture Agreement in place; and 3) How effective 
this type of Joint Venture arrangement was. Table 1 below summarises 
the results by the respondents on the effectiveness of various areas in 
joint venture arrangements.   
The survey results showed that 22 out of the 26 respondents had 
experience working on unincorporated joint ventures. According to 
Barringer & Harrison (2000) this suggests that more joint ventures are 
formed for a particular strategic purpose such as securing a major project 
and are limited in tenure; while only four respondents had been involved 
with an incorporated joint venture. A key finding to emerge was that only 
19 of the unincorporated joint ventures had a joint venture agreement in 
place. Of the four respondents with incorporated joint venture experience, 
all had a joint venture agreement in place. 
Table 1 Survey Results: Effectiveness of JV Arrangements 
Areas Ineffec-
tive 
2 3 Neutral 5 6 Effec-
tive 
Collaboration 19% 12% 12% 8% 19% 15% 15% 
Continuity 4% 23% 8% 15% 19% 27% 4% 
Allocation of 
Resources 
4% 12% 19% 12% 19% 35% 0% 
Allocation of 
Work 
8% 8% 8% 19% 23% 27% 8% 
Relationship 0% 15% 8% 15% 27% 19% 15% 
Equity 0% 4% 8% 15% 31% 31% 12% 
Governance 4% 0% 4% 8% 31% 35% 19% 
Management & 
Administration 
0% 4% 0% 15% 38% 38% 4% 
More than 80% of respondents found management and administration, 
and governance to be the most effective areas in their joint venture 
arrangement. This was followed closely by equity and relationships, with 
61% to 74% of respondents indicating that these areas were also 
effective. One respondent noted the importance of a MoU in the early 
stages of negotiation to ensure both parent companies are on the same 
page.  
  
The equity contribution of each parent company needs to be equally 
distributed to avoid a disjointed joint venture. A survey by Hauswald & 
Hege (2003) found that the majority of joint ventures displayed an equal 
or nearly equal equity stake to the parent companies. Parent company’s 
equity contribution generally determines the governance structure. 
Respondents also identified three areas that needed improvement in 
Table 1. These are resources, collaboration and allocation of work. 
Allocating the right resources and then providing continuity of key 
resources seems to be a challenge revealed by the respondents.  
Respondents also noted large projects with long project duration did not 
lend itself to continuity of resources, even in key roles. Furthermore this 
is challenged when key resources are not assigned to the project on a 
full-time basis or when under-resourcing and/or lack of performance by 
one parent company has a negative impact on the other parent company.  
Enabling a collaborative working environment such as a Project Office 
adds significant benefits to the forming phase of the project team, 
however; only 50% of respondents reported that this was effectively 
implemented on their joint venture experience. Allocation of work such as 
work packaging was not seen as being effective as it segregated teams; 
with work being completed in isolation leading to many coordination and 
interface issues during design phases.  
Parent Companies 
This section of the survey aimed to reinforce the significance of the three 
key criteria, compatibility, trust and commitment, for partner alignment.  
It was clear from the respondents that these three criteria were 
important, with 96% of respondents agreeing that trust and commitment 
were important and 82% of respondents agreeing that compatibility is 
important. The key criteria were given more context and respondents 
were asked if these criteria were essential for forming a successful joint 
venture. The results shown in Table 2 below, clearly suggests all three are 
considered essential to the success of a joint venture. 
Table 2 Survey Results: Partner Alignment to Achieve Success  
Area Disagree Neutral Agree 
Cultural Compatibility 0% 10% 90% 
Operational Compatibility 30% 20% 30% 
Strategic Compatibility 20% 0% 80% 
Trust 0% 0% 100% 
Commitment 0% 10% 90% 
Nevertheless, there were a limited number of respondents who disagreed 
to a degree with some aspects of the key criteria. The first being trust. 
  
One respondent felt that the ‘best for project’ concept was an abused 
concept which relied on unverifiable subjective judgement therefore 
allowing abuse to the relationship. However, the literature suggests that 
incorporating a ‘best for project’ objective as part of a joint venture 
provides a focus on mutual understanding. This should allow the team to 
focus on what is best for the project and the joint venture instead of 
what’s best for the parent companies. Trust facilitates mutual 
understanding leading to mutual benefits, and thus it may be argued that 
trust directly leads to better joint venture performance (Brouthers & 
Bamossy, 2006; Ng, Lau, Nyaw, 2007; Robson, Katsikeas & Bello, 2008). 
Moore (1999) also concludes that partnering is about relationships that 
must be trust-based.  
The second was strategic compatibility with 20% of respondents 
indicating that although company values and goals were important and 
helpful, they were not essential to the success of a joint venture. This 
finding was in contrast to Yeheskel, Zeira, Shenkar & Newbury (2001) and 
Boateng & Glaister’s (2002) finding that there was a positive link between 
goal similarities and perceived joint venture effectiveness.  
Thirdly, 27% of respondents believed that the operational compatibility of 
parent companies was not essential to the success of a joint venture, 
noting that the parent companies must be functional. Williams & Lilly’s 
(1993) study supports this result, suggesting that any non-compatible 
operational aspects would be identified early and detailed in the joint 
venture agreement. 
Forming the Team  
This section of the survey looked at aspects that went well and aspects 
that didn’t go well in regard to forming the project team and management 
structure.  
The survey results are depicted in Table 3 below, with the allocation of 
roles, team structure and attitudes of key individuals perceived as the key 
areas that generally went well. 
Table 3 Survey Results: Performance of Team  
Area Poor 2 3 Good 5 6 Excellent
Team building 
workshops 
0% 19% 23% 27% 8% 15% 8% 
Allocation of 
roles to the right 
people 
4% 4% 12% 31% 23% 12% 15% 
Team dynamics 0% 15% 38% 12% 19% 4% 12% 
Team structure 0% 12% 19% 23% 15% 19% 12% 
Team 0% 12% 27% 23% 15% 15% 8% 
  
environment 
Attitudes of key 
individuals 
0% 15% 12% 19% 23% 23% 8% 
Trust at an inter-
personal level 
4% 19% 15% 15% 23% 15% 8% 
The results also revealed four areas which didn’t go as well. The first 
being trust at an inter-personal level. A lack of trust between team 
members leads to hostility within the team. Trust issues can exist 
between the parent companies and/or the joint venture manager or 
management team. Ren, Gray & Kim’s (2009) suggests this multi-level 
trust should be managed at an operational level by establishing a joint 
venture management team. Trust at the team level also contributes to 
the effectiveness of the joint venture team (Adobor, 2004). This links 
back to making sure the right individuals with the right behaviours are 
selected for the right tasks.  
Secondly, team environment again emerged as a common issue. Lorange, 
Roos & Simcic Bronn (1992) reports monitoring the team environment is 
a major challenge in the formation stage. However as previously 
discussed, establishing a Project Office is critical to having a high- 
performing team. This also minimises an 'us' vs 'them' relationship. 
The two key areas that needed significant improvement were team 
dynamics and team building workshops. Bringing together individuals 
from two parent companies to form one performing and effective team 
created many challenges in the dynamics of forming a joint venture. 
Team Dynamics is the change-producing force that tends to produce 
activity and change in any situation. The introduction of team building 
workshops is one way of integrating two parent company teams and 
initiating the forming stage. Henderson-Loney (1996) concluded that 
when dealing with profound organisation changes, managers that 
understand and facilitate the movement through the development stages 
will reach peak team performance considerably quicker.  
Furthermore the joint venture manager is the one person who links the 
team sets the scene for behaviours and is the key driver for a joint 
venture project team. A third of respondents suggested the joint venture 
manager must be independent to both parent companies to ensure they 
are seen to be acting in the interest of the joint venture, and not just the 
parent companies. The joint venture manager must lead by example with 
open communication channels to the team and through to the 
management committee and/or parent companies. 
Key Recommendations 
This final section of the survey sought to identify three key areas of 
consideration when forming a joint venture project team which saw the 
  
survey data linking back to the partner alignment key criteria. And lastly 
identify key lessons learnt from previous experiences. 
There were obvious trends in the data with respondents identifying 
commitment, compatibility and trust as the three key areas that needed 
to be considered when forming a joint venture project team. The 
responses linking back to commitment included right attitudes, availability 
of resources, skill set, and willingness to work hard and as one team. The 
responses linking back to compatibility included strategic direction, 
cultural compatibility, previous relationships, and common goals. The 
responses linking back to trust included honesty, values, genuine risk 
sharing, and respect for parent company while at the same time 
presenting a united front to the client as one team. Respondents felt 
100% partner alignment was critical to success and ultimately to present 
a united front to the client. The key lessons learnt from survey 
respondents are summarised below: 
 Getting the resources right: Respondents recommended focusing on 
the organisation structure, providing balanced leadership, making sure 
the right individuals are selected for the project team, making sure 
these individuals have the right attitudes and the ability to adapt and 
accept change. This finding supports Adobor’s (2004) research which 
notes that key individual factors also contribute to the effectiveness of 
joint venture teams. Respondents also noted availability of key 
individuals and maintaining a balanced effort between the parent 
companies was important. 
 Enabling a collaborative working environment: From the survey 
data, collaboration or lack thereof seemed to be a major issue for 
many joint venture teams. This is supported by Lorange, Roos & 
Simcic Bronn’s (1992) research which found that the team 
environment was a major challenge in the formation stage. Survey 
respondents recommended establishing a project office that promotes 
collaboration and continuity of the team. 
 JV Manager: Respondents expressed the importance of having a joint 
venture manager that acted in the best interest of the joint venture 
and not for one particular parent company. This is a challenge for the 
joint venture manager when they are from one of the parent 
companies. Engaging an independent joint venture manager who has 
experience with joint ventures, strong leadership, is trusted by the 
client and the parent companies was recommended by the 
respondents. 
 Allocation of work: Survey respondents suggested that work 
packaging was best for project with fees reflecting risk where risk is 
disproportionate. From their experiences, incorrectly allocating work 
has created poor behaviours. Respondents also suggested incorrect 
work packaging can lead to major problems during the design phase 
and difficulties in coordinating disciplines over different areas of the 
project. This is an area that needs further research. 
  
CONCLUSION 
Joint ventures are inevitable; projects are getting bigger and industry is 
more competitive thus demanding collaboration, strategic thinking and 
resource sharing. The survey results and discussion concluded that 
commitment and trust are key criteria for parent company alignment. 
Compatibility is also important and should be considered, except where 
the operations of the joint venture are well established in the joint 
venture agreement. Furthermore, during the negotiation phase, 
establishment of a memorandum of understanding important and 
establishment of the right joint venture agreement is critical. This sets the 
scene and behaviours for the joint venture team moving forward. 
Key lessons learnt from respondents’ previous experiences included: 
a. Resources: Selecting the right individuals with the right attitudes 
b. Collaboration: Establishing a project office is important for establishing 
an integrated team environment 
c. Joint Venture Manager: Independent, experienced with joint ventures, 
strong leadership skills, trusted by client & parent companies 
d. Allocation of work – consider how work is allocated between the team, 
equitable distribution, risk shared appropriately 
From the results of this study the Joint Venture Model previously 
proposed (from Figure 1) has been refined to include the key 
considerations for forming the team. The revised Joint Venture Model is 
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